APPENDIX E: Team EXPERT CHOICE DECISION MAKING

The Future Force 21 team recognized early on that our decisions were critically important. We aso
recognized that many people would second-guess and critique our decisions. Lastly, these decisions were
complicated and required taking into account severa various criteriain order to make a judgment. For all
these reasons, we opted to use decision support software to make our work repeatable, defendable and
more able to be presented and modified if necessary. The specific software we chose was Team Expert
Choice (Team EC) because it met our needs as stated above, was able to accept many people voting on
each decision, and because one of the team members had experience with the software while recently
attending post-graduate training. Team EC is based on the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), which
compares various aternatives to each other in a pair wise method and does so across multiple criteria.

Most decisions are based on many other smaller decisions for various portions or criteria. For example,
buying a car might include the primary uses of the vehicle (hauling lumber therefore a truck), how many
passengers (perhaps a minivan), driving conditions (do you need 4-whedl drive), safety, reliability, price,
personal preference, accessories and comfort (leather seats, sunroof, stereo)... Often times, people decide
by aggregating these criteria and choosing the alternative that makes the best sense in this aggregate view.
AHP provides decisions that are more repeatable and defendable by keeping decisions separated and
recording the decisions by the various criteria. The aggregate view is displayed only after all pair wise
comparisons are completed. The technical theory and workings of AHP is matrix algebra. AHP has been
used in decision support for many years, but has always been very labor intensive. Team Expert Choice
software simplifies the laborious math involved with AHP, enabling quick modifications and “what-if”
scenarios. The software’ s interface enables users to concentrate on the decision, not the math.

AHP and Team EC models appear as hierarchical charts (see Figure 2 on the following page). Each level
of the model has an aggregate score of 1.00 (100%). The highest level isthe godl, in this case, narrowing
the options for Workforce Structure for the active duty enlisted workforce.

The second level of the model is the criteria we used to decide the appropriate Workforce Structure. The
decision criteriain this particular model are equally weighted at 0.200 (20%) each. The Future Force 21
Team felt that al five criteria were equally important in deciding the Workforce Structure. You will seein
later discussions that weighting these criteria differently would not have changed the decisions we
reached, unless one or more criteriawere weighted at virtually zero. A brief explanation of the five criteria
follows:
Multi-mission — The extent that the choice of Workforce Structure enhances the multi mission
nature of the Coast Guard. The multi mission criterion was taken from the 1999 Roles and
Missions Study.
Professional Competency — The extent that the choice of Workforce Structure enhances the
professional competency of individual members and therefore, the Coast Guard as awhole. This
criterion comes from the realization that professional competency is a prerequisite to a successful
mission.
Return On Investment (ROI) — The extent that the choice of Workforce Structure capitalizes on the
investment made in the member. ROI in thisinstance refersto training (forma and OJT) and skills
that the Coast Guard either taught the member or purposefully hired the member for certain
organizational needs. Accounting for ROI is aredlization of the price (funding and efficiency) paid
for skills and performance.
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Agility — The extent that the choice of Workforce Structure enhances the organizationa agility.
Agility is acore competency that comes directly from the Coast Guard’ s multi-mission mandate
and from the Service’' s motto Semper Paratus (Always Ready).

Opportunity — The extent that the choice of Workforce Structure enhances the member’s
motivations (opportunities for professional and persona growth, travel, geographic stability). The
Future Force 21 Team added this criterion during deliberations because we recognized that all
other criteriawere for the Service' s benefit.

The third (and final level in this model) are the various options for the Workforce Structure. The options
vary in weight according to which criterion you view. For example, the Team determined that all
Workforce Structure options equally supported the multi-mission criterion of the Service, so the weight is
the same regardless of the option. However, professional competency was significantly enhanced in
Workforce Structures that tended towards matching a member’ s talent, skills and training with the job. A
brief explanation of the six options follows:

- Generalist — Members are more-or-less “ Jacks-of-al-Trades” and move through different
speciaties and unit types throughout their careers. Although officer specialties currently exist, the
Service manages the officer corps as generalists. For example, officers currently compete against
al othersfor promotion, i.e., ship driversvs. aviators vs. engineers vs. marine safety specialists.
Line & Logistics— Members are either in the operational or support community for the majority, if
not all, of their careers. Thisissimilar to DoD’s Line and Logistics corps.

Mission — Members are missions specidists for the mgority, if not al, of their careers and
compete against only others members in the same mission area for assignments and
advancments/promotions.

Rate/Speciaty — Members belong to arating, specialty, or series for the mgjority, if not al, of their
careers. Thisishow the enlisted workforce is currently managed, with members competing for
assignments and advancement against only members in the same rating.

Unit — Members are platform specialists for the majority, if not al, of their careers and compete
against only other members of the same platform specialty for assignments and
advancements/promotions.

Individua Jobs — Members compete for individual jobs based on skills requirements. Thisisthe
current civilian personnel hiring system.
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Narrowing Workforce structure options

Abbreviation

Definition

AGILITY enhances flexibility to move people between jobs
GENERAL Everyone is a jack-of-all-trades

IND_JOBS people are managed at the specific job level

LINE_LOG people are managed by operations -vs- support

MISSION people are managed by mission specialty

MULTIMIS enhances multimission character

OPPORTUN increases alternative career opportunities (breadth & depth)
PROF_COM enhances maintenance increasingly specialized profess competence
RATE/SPE people are managed by rating, specialty, job series

ROI maximizes return on investment of trng and experience
SPE_UNIT people managed at the specialty level by units

UNIT people managed at the unit level

WIIFM What's in it for me (employee)

Figure 1: Glossary for Workforce Structure Model
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Figure 2: Team Expert Choice M odel

What follows are charts showing the final decisions of the various axis (major functions) of the whole
Human Resource System based on scoring by the Future Force 21 Team members. In these Sensitivity
Graphs, the criteria appear at the bottom and the options appear as lines and to the right of the graph. The
dependent (Y) axisis the aggregate weight assigned to the criteria and options by all voting members.
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Active Duty Enlisted Workforce Structure
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Active Duty Officer Workforce Structure
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Civilian Workforce Structure
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Narrow down choices for Career Entry and Progression

Abbreviation

Definition

ACQSKILL Hiring skills -vs- developing skills

AGILITY Enhance flexibility among workforce components

APJOUMST Apprent, Journey, Mstr, grow own, reduced unskilled labor, UOO
CAREEROP Enhance career options for personnel

IN&OUT Contractor model, like private enterprise

JOURNMST Journeyman, Master, no trng billet, lateral entry, not all up-out
MIL_CHAR Enhance CG's military service character

MINPRODV Hiring skills -vs- developing skills

MOD_AJM Modified Apprent, Journ, Mstr, lateral entry, not all up-or-out
PYR_UOO Pyramid structure, grow-your-own, up-or-out

RE-USE Maximize re-use of existing skills

ROI Maximize return on investment of training and experience
WIIFM What's in it for me?

Figure9: Glossary for Career Entry and Progression M odel
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Active Duty Enlisted Career Entry & Progression
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Active Duty Officer Career Entry and Progression
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Figure 13: Sensitivity Graph of the Reserve Officer Career
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Civilian Career Entry and Progression
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Narrow down the HR System Mgmt axis options

Abbreviation Definition
ACQU_RET Enhance ability to acquire and retain members
AQU_RET Enhance ability to acquire and retain members
CENTRAL Managing in a centralized method
DECENTRA Managing by decentralized method
EQUITY Enhance perceived equitably by members
ORG_AGIL Enhance organizational agility
PROF_COM Enhance professional competence
REGIONAL Managing by region
SVC_CHAR Enhance service character as described in other models

Figure 16: Glossary for Human Resour ce System Management M odel
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Active Duty Enlisted Human Resource System Assignment

M anagement
[HE3 ilt_m
The low weights in several sl
criteriafor the Decentralized per il =
option [a] are unacceptable i & Y 5 :
despite the higher weight inthe | | ™. (0] /5
Professional Competency Fd Y C) 1
criteria[b]. The Centralized i S L
and Regional optionsare L : Nk~ —
acceptablein all criteria and il _ NS SE
Centralized appears easily the by 7 { q ]
best decision except for M BN <> | s DECERTRAT
Professional Competency N .\1 .
(Prof_Com) [c]. }\H (a] Lo
i —— ADIUI_RET Eouiny ORG_AGR — ORVE RALL e
Figure 17: Sensitivity Graph of the Active Duty Enlisted
Assignment M anagement
Active Duty Enlisted Human Resource System
Com pensati on M anagement
[§1E3 LT il
The low weightsin severa -l
criteriafor the Decentralized y A oo
option [a] are unacceptable g SR
despite the higher weightsin A /N (bl e
other criteria[b]. The il
Centralized and Regional P < / | _>
options are considered al T -
acceptable in all criteria. Which | LY Y. Y
of these two optionsis best will A Py
depend on balance (Regional) or | =f A\ S ag
Service Character and Equity. |
S P |
i on
SWE CHAR etk EDUNTY i FROF CW ke
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Reserve Enlisted Human Resource System Assignment
Management
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Active Duty Officer Human Resource System Assignment
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Reser ve Officer Human Resource System Assignment
Management
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M anagement

Civilian Human Resource System Assignment Management
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Auxiliary Human Resource System Assignment Management
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